The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of the leadership style of the head in department through the three types of leadership styles practiced which were transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership on the performance of administrative staff in one of the premier education universities in Malaysia. In addition, this study also sought to identify which leadership style of the head in department was a more dominant predictor on the performance of the administrative staff when the leadership styles (transformational, transactional and laissez-faire) were analyzed simultaneously. The quantitative approach was utilized in this study. The sample survey method was carried out involving 234 administrative staff as the respondents of the study. The sample was selected by using the simple random sampling technique and the data was collected using questionnaires. The data analysis was conducted using the Statistical Packages for Social Science (SPSS) involving descriptive analysis (frequency and percentage). Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) version 7 software was used to perform multi-level analysis as the nature of the study data involved various levels of individual data nested (groups) in the organization. The analysis showed that transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership of the head in department was a positive significant with the in-role and extra-role performance of the administrative staff when analyzed separately. However, when the transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership of the head in department were analyzed simultaneously, they clearly showed that all these three leadership styles did not influence the in-role performance of the administrative staff. Interestingly in this study, only transformational leadership of the head of department proved a dominant influence on the extra-role performance of administrative staff compared to transactional and laissez-faire leadership. The findings of this study provided empirical evidence that although transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership of head of department could improve the in-role and extra-role performance of the administrative staff, this study proved that 29 transformational leadership of the head of department could move to extra-role performance compared to other leadership styles.
Introduction
Education is a nation's asset in forming and producing quality human capital who can compete with other citizens of the world. As such, the education system in Malaysia has undergone expansion and change to meet global market demands (Mohd Mahzan, Abdul Razaq & Manisah, 2013) .
The increase in the establishment of the number of public higher education institutions (IPTA) and private higher education institutions (IPTS) in recent years in Malaysia (Ahsan et al., 2009) illustrates that Malaysia is also competing in the era of education globalization. One of the IPTAs that took up the challenge of education globalization is a Malaysian premier education university. The university holds the privilege of becoming the number one education university in the region.
To ensure that this premier education university is the number one and top education university in the region, various strategies and actions have been taken and many challenges have been faced by university management to compete with other universities and to remain at the forefront in the industry (Ahsan et al., 2009; Sabharwal & Corley, 2009 ). Support and commitment from all university members from the management, academic staff or administrative staff is essential to ensure its excellence as a top education institution. The administrative staff in educational organizations play a significant role in supporting the vision and mission of the top management. Therefore, every administrative staff should ensure that his/her performance is in good standing so that the university's aim to become the number one and superior education university in the region is achieved. Based on the statistics, it was found that the percentage of the administrative staff in one of the Malaysian premier education university who had scored less than 70 marks in their performance was 8.63 per cent in 2015 compared to only 5.40 per cent in 2014. This has raised the question to the researchers: are the performance scores of these administrative staff influenced by the leadership style practised by the head of department or are they caused by other factors?
The findings from previous empirical studies have shown that leadership is a key factor in determining the excellence of an organization. This can be clearly seen when leadership variables are often studied to see the impact on the performance of the workers (Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011 ). Next, Fry (2003 explains that leadership aspects can indirectly motivate workers to increase the potential and development of workers. Samsudin et al., (2016) also emphasized that the leaders' behaviour needs to be studied as it can help leaders and organizations to maximize resources used to enable the organizational operations to be more efficient.
Erkutlu (2008) assumes that organizations need to understand the nature of leadership behaviour and identify effective leadership styles as well as appropriate for the level of management and by type of work. In addition, the organization also needs to ensure that management's leadership style matches the needs of the organization and take corrective measures if circumstances require it (Thacker & Holl, 2008) . Thacker and Holl (2008) suggest that each study should focus on employee perceptions on behaviour and management leadership style to ensure employee satisfaction and the effectiveness of management functions within an organization. Hence, the appropriate leadership style should be practiced by every organizational leader to ensure the success and excellence of an organization and with the support and cooperation of other members or employees in the organization to achieve the goals set.
Most empirical studies on leadership have only focused on the immediate impact of leader leadership on the conduct of individual employees (Yammarino & Dansereau, 2008) . Based on previous empirical studies, not much research has been conducted to test the different leadership styles practised by leaders which affect the performance of workers. Therefore, this study attempts to overcome this gap by examining the three types of leadership (transformational, transaction and laissez-faire leadership) practised by the head of department simultaneously to identify which leadership style is more dominant in influencing the in-role and extra-role performances of the administrative staff. Interestingly in this study, the in-role and extra-role performances of administrative staff are examined as a previous study has narrowed down on the use of these two types of performances in determining the worker's performance. Past studies only looked at the overall employee performance in measuring the performance of their employees.
Although leadership is characterized by multi-level features, empirical studies of leadership and multi-level results are limited. Therefore, the leadership phenomena need to be studied using multi-level approaches) (Mathieu & Taylor, 2007) to provide a better understanding of the impact of leadership variables within the organization. Based on the descriptions described above, the study aimed to test the dominant leadership style of the head of department (transformational, transactional or laissez-faire leadership) at the team level which is a predictor of in-role and extrarole performances of administrative staff at individual level at one of the premier education universities available in Malaysia. The Multi-level Modelling Analysis approach using HLM (hierarchical linear modelling) version 7.0 was used in this study to determine how the leadership of the different heads of department influenced in-role and extra-role performances of administrative staff in a complex multi-level modelling system. The HLM software was used in this study as it could estimate the impact of constructs at different levels on the yield constructs at the individual level simultaneously (Raudenbush, Bryk & Congdon, 2005; Raudenbush, et all. 2011) .
Literature Review
Leadership has become a major focus in the field of organizational behaviour as it creates one of the dynamic effects of the interaction between individuals and organizations (Obiwuru, Okwu, & Akpa, 2011) . It is also an important factor in determining the success or failure of an organization (Long & Thean, 2011) . Leadership can generally be defined as a process of interaction between leaders and followers (Northouse, 2010) and influences the followers to achieve defined organization goals (Tetteh & Brenyah, 2016) .
There are various leadership styles used by leaders in previous empirical studies (Hirtz, Murray, & Riordan, 2007) but the leadership style that a person applies to a leader will vary depending on the different situations (Khan et al., 2015) in order to manage members of the organization to produce positive results (Tetteh & Brenyah, 2016) . In this study, transformational, transactional and laissez faire leadership approaches had been used to see the impact on the performance of administrative staff. Bass (1985) states transformational leadership as one of the most commonly used approaches to identify the effectiveness of individuals, groups and organizations. Transformational leadership involves four dimensions: individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, idealized influence and inspirational motivation. Transformation leadership is said to fulfil its intrinsic satisfaction and the development of its followers (Bass & Avolio, 1995) , inspiring the followers to perform more than they were suggested (Bass & Riggio, 2006) and emphasizing every member of the team (Yang, Wu, & Huang, 2013) .
Transactional leaders focus on the basis of the 'exchange transaction' between leader and subordinates by offering rewards (or giving punishments) for the performance of desired behaviours and the completion of certain tasks (Megat Zuhairy, Hadijah & Noraini, 2015) . There are three dimension involved in transactional leadership: contingent reward, active management by exception and passive management by exception (Bass & Avolio, 1995) . Transactional leaders involve managing in the more conventional sense of clarifying subordinate responsibilities, rewarding them for meeting performance objectives (Yang et al., 2013) , and correcting them for failing to meet objectives (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt & Van Engen, 2003) . Transactional leaders emphasize contingent rewards and show how current needs of subordinates can be satisfied (Yang et al., 2013) .
Koech and Namusonge (2012) define laissez-faire leadership style as being associated with unproductiveness, ineffectiveness and dissatisfaction. The laissez-faire leadership style is also known as the "hands-off ¨style. It is one in which the manager provides little or no direction and gives employees as much freedom as possible. All authority or power is given to the employees and they must determine goals, make decisions and resolve problems on their own (Khan et al., 2015) .
In-role performance is defined as the officially required outcome and behavior that directly serves the goals of the organization (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) . On the other hand, extrarole performance is defined as a discretionary behavior on the part of an employee which is believed to directly promote the effective functioning of an organization, without necessarily directly influencing a person's target productivity (Posdakoff & MacKenzie, 1994) . For this study, in-role performance refers to the behavior of administrative staff performed as officially recognized by the organizational system while extra-role performance refers to the behavior of an administrative staff who 'goes the extra mile' and facilitates the achievement of the organization's mission and success.
Based on the explanation above, there are clear differences between transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership in influencing the performance of individuals and organizations including the administrative staff. In order to ensure the performance of the organization and employees achieved according to the goals set, every organization needs a good leader who is efficient in achieving that goal.
Hence, the head of department as the leader in the organization should carry out this leadership trust with dedication as he/she is the individual responsible for all activities carried out in each department. Studies have proven that leadership is positively related to the performance of employees (Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011) . In this study, the leadership of each head of department at the top level which included the transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles was analyzed to see the effects on in-role and extra-role performances of the individual (individual level) at the lower level. In addition, this study also aimed to identify the leadership style practised by the head in each department and its dominance in influencing inrole and extra-role performances of the administrative staff.
Therefore, six hypotheses had been developed to answer the research question of the study as the following: 
Figure 1: Hypotheses and research model

Methodology Samples
The study sample comprised 234 administrative staff from 37 department in one of the premier education universities in Malaysia. The administration staff who were involved in this study consisted of staff from the Management and Professional Group and the Supporting Staff Group. To utilise a Multilevel Modelling analysis, the researcher needed at least 30 organizations for the study (Kreft & De Leeuw, 1998 ) with a minimum of 5 samples from each organization (Maas & Hox, 2005) . Therefore, the number of samples involved were sufficient and adequate for the study.
Instruments
Transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head of department were measured using a questionnaire Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) (Bass & Avolio, 2000) . A total of 20 items in MLQ had been used to measure the transformational leadership style involving five dimensions of idealized influence-attribute, idealized influence, behaviour, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. There were 12 items used to measure transactional leadership where every dimension involved four measurement items. The three dimensions consisted of contingent reward, management by exception, and active-passive management by exception. On the other hand, only four items in MLQ had been used to measure the laissez-faire leadership style. The participants rated these items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (always).
The in-role and extra-role performances were measured using an instrument previously used by Goodman & Svyantek (1999) . A total of 16 items had been used to measure the administrative staff's performance which consisted of nine items for measuring the in-role performance and seven items to measure extra-role performance. All these items were scored on five-point scales ranging from strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
Analysis Procedure
To test all the hypotheses contained in this study, the data for the current study was analysed using the Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) software version 7.0 (Raudenbush et all., 2005) . In this study, the data for variables at the individual level (Level 1) referring to the administrative staff and the variables at the team level (Level 2) referring to the head of department were standardized between these two levels as suggested by Mathieu and Taylor (2007) .
Aggregation Procedure
To determine whether the leadership of the head of each department could be aggregated to the team level, two tests needed to be conducted such as the Inter-rater reliability test (r(wg)) and the Intra-class coefficient test (ICC 1). The Inter-rater reliability test (r(wg)) was used to justify the existence of an aggregate score at the team level while the Intra-class coefficient test (ICC 1) was used to assess organizational variance. After the two tests achieved the cut of point as suggested, the F-test needed to be conducted and the result obtained should be significant. The F-test would indicate whether the average scores differed significantly across teams.
Results
Table 1 below summarizes the respondents' demographic profile. The respondents in this current study comprised 234 administrative staff members from 37 departments. Each respondent was given a self-rated questionnaire to complete. The respondents comprised 112 males (47.90 %) and 122 females (52.10 %) and 128 of them were from the age range of 30 to 39 years (54.70 %). Regarding their education level, 106 or most of them were Certificate / Diploma holders (45.30 %). In total, 119 of the respondents were in the supporting staff group 2 (50.90 %), 32.50 % were in the supporting staff group 1 and 16.70 % were in the management and professional group. In term of status position, 84.20 % (197) of the respondents were permanent staff members and 15.80 % (37) were contract staff members. In addition, most of the respondents had been in employment for 1 to 10 years (58.90 %). Table 2 reports the means, standard deviations and inter-correlations between variables at individual and team level, the F values and intra-class coefficients, ICC (1). Table 3 shows the results of the cross-level analysis using HLM. In this study, cross-level analysis involved transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head of department constructs at the upper level of the in-role and extra-role performance of administrative staff construct at the lower level.
Based on the analysis in Table 3 , we found that transformational leadership (Model 1) (γ = 0.220, SE = 0.09, t = 2.493, p < 0.001), transactional leadership (Model 2) (γ = 0.394, SE = 0.06, t = 6.872, p < 0.001) and laissez-faire leadership (Model 3) (γ = 0.359, SE = 0.07, t = 4.861, p < 0.001) of head of department at the team level were positively related to the in-role performance of administrative staff at the individual level when the analysis was done separately. In addition, we also found that the transformational leadership (Model 5) (γ = 0.293, SE = 0.09, t = 3.428, p = 0.002), transactional leadership (Model 6) (γ = 0.472, SE = 0.07, t = 6.502, p < 0.001) and laissezfaire leadership (Model 7) (γ = 0.419, SE = 0.09, t = 4.642, p < 0.001) of head of department at the team level were positively related to extra-role performance of administrative staffs at individual level when the analysis was done separately. Surprisingly, when the analysis was done simultaneously to the transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership of the head of department at the team level on in-role and extra-role performance of administrative staffs at the individual level, we found that the findings were different when the analysis was done separately (refer to Model 4 and Model 8 in Table 3 ). Hypothesis 1 proposed that the transformational leadership of head in department at the team level was positively related to the in-role performance of administrative staff at individual level. The result showed that hypothesis 1 was not supported as transformational leadership of head of department at the team level was not significantly related to the in-role performance of administrative staff at the individual level (γ = 0.122, SE = 0.123, t = 0.994, n.s.).
Thus, hypothesis 2 proposed that the transactional leadership of head of department at the team level was positively related to the in-role performance of administrative staff at the individual level. As indicated in Model 2, we found that hypothesis 2 was not supported as transactional leadership of head of department at the team level was not significantly related to the in-role performance of administrative staff at the individual level (γ = 149, SE = 0.211, t = 0.705, n.s.).
Hypothesis 3 proposed that the laissez-faire leadership of head of department at the team level was positively related to the in-role performance of administrative staff at the individual level. The result showed that hypothesis 3 was not supported as the laissez-faire leadership of head of department at the team level was not significantly related to the in-role performance of the administrative staff at the individual level (γ = 218, SE = 0.196, t = 1.112, n.s.) .
The relationship between the transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head of department at the team level on the extra-role performance of administrative staff at the individual level was not significant. Surprisingly, the findings indicated that only the transformational leadership of the head of department at the team level on the extra-role performance of administrative staff at the individual level was significant. Hypothesis 5 which proposed that the transformational leadership would be positively related to extra-role performance was supported (γ = 0.193, SE = 0.08, t = 2.361, p = 0.024), indicating that the increasing level of transformational leadership of the head of department would also increase the extra-role performance of the administrative staff. On the other hand, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles were found not to be positively related to the extra-role performance as Hypothesis 6 (γ = 0.145, SE = 0.160, t = 0.909, n.s.) and Hypothesis 7 (γ = 0.272, SE = 0.156, t = 1.747, n.s.) were not supported by the analysis.
Discussion
In general, the present study provides an insightful understanding of transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head of department and the influence on the in-role and extra-role performance of administrative staffs. This study discovered that transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head of department at the team level was able to influence the in-role and extra-role performances of the administrative staff. We used multilevel analysis to examine the effect of transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head in department on the in-role and extra-role performance of administrative staffs. According to the results, the transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head in department were positively related to the in-role and extra-role performances of the administrative staff when analyzed separately by implementing multi-level analysis. This proved that the head of department who practiced transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles had a positive impact on the in-role and extra-role performances of the administrative staff.
The findings from the current study are consistent with the previous study by Megat Zuhairy et al., (2015) which stated that in the field of leadership study, scholars had identified several leadership styles that showed a great influence on the organization.
Interestingly, when the transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head of department were analyzed simultaneously, only the transformational leadership showed more influence or dominance on the extra-role performance of administrative staff compared to the transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles. These findings clarified that the transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles of the head of department were involved in increasing the in-role and extra-role performances of the administrative staff, but the head of department who adopted transformational leadership had more influence on the extra-role performance of the administrative staff compared to the transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles. This is likely because the head of department who adopted transformational leadership constantly motivated the administrative staff members to perform their duties and should not favor self-interest for the common good and this in turn will increase the extra-role performance (Avolio & Yammarino, 2002) compared to transactional leadership which focuses on the task-related exchange of actions and rewards between followers and leaders, and often needs the existence of hierarchy and authority to be displayed (Tyssen, Wald & Heidenreich, 2014) and also laissez-faire leadership whereby the leader avoids active participation in the responsibility of goals setting and refuses to get involved when leadership direction is needed (Ejimabo, 2015) . The findings were also supported by Gottfredson and Aguinis (2017) , who state that transformational leadership seems to be the most effective and dominant concept in leadership research; additionally, transformational leadership style is more effective and preferred by leaders compared to other leadership styles (Egan, Sarros, & Santora, 1995) .
Conclusion
This present study clearly stated that transformational leadership styles of the head of department can the influence on performance of administrative staffs especially in extra-role performance. In summary, the present study offers valuable insights to head of department as a practitioners and also to policy makers. Practically, this study highlighted the importance of the head of department to choose the appropriate leadership style as it is play vital roles in increasing staff performance. Theoretically, this study adds value to the existing literature and to the body of knowledge to the field of leadership research by bringing up that the transformational leadership style as it was critical for achieving administrative staff performance especially for the extra-role performance. Finally, these variables deserve more attention for future research and should also employ and combine other variables in order to enrich the literature in this field of study. For example, future study can 40 use motivating factors such as work engagement and self-efficacy as a mediating variable in order to explain the relationship within leadership style and performance.
